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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 99-1200

DANI EL JOHNSON W LLI S,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

and

TAIMAK D, WLLIS;, EARNSTINE BROAN;, JAMES
EDWARD RHODES,

Plaintiffs,

ver sus

TRENTON MEMORI AL ASSCCI ATI ON;  FRED FOSCUE, as
President; RUTH FOSCUE, as Secretary; OTHER
UNI DENTI FI ED OFFI CERS; TOMWN OF TRENTON, NORTH
CARCLI NA; JOFFREE T. LEGCGETT, as Mayor of Town
Counci | ; EDWARD EUBANKS, as Council man; WL-
LARD O LEWS, as Council nan; CHARLES JONES,
as Council nman; C. GLENN SPI VEY, as Town d erk;
JAMES R HOOD, Law Office; JAVMES R HOOD,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

No. 99-1201

DANI EL JOHNSON W LLI S,

Plaintiff - Appellant,



ver sus

JAMES B. HUNT, JR, as Governor for the State
of North Carolina; JI MDRENNON, as director of
the Admnistration Ofice of the Courts;
KENNETH TURNER, retired Judge, North Carolina
Judi ci al System STEPHEN W LLI AMSON, retired
Judge, North Carolina Judicial System BILLY
W VH TE, Magistrate, North Carolina Judicial
System WLLARD ODELL LEWS; EDWARD EUBANKS;
CHARLES JONES; JOFFREE T. LEGGET; CLIFTON
SPI VEY; JEFF SPIVEY; RON METTS, in his offi-
cial capacity as Cerk of Court,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of North Carolina, at New Bern. Ml colmJ. Howard, District
Judge. (CA-95-93-H 3-4, CA-95-51-H 2-4)

Subm tted: June 29, 1999 Deci ded: August 12, 1999

Before MURNAGHAN and ERVIN, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Dani el Johnson WIllis, Appellant Pro Se. Cheryl A Marteney, WARD
& SMTH, P. A, New Bern, North Carolina; Thomas G |es Meacham Jr.,
OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY CGENERAL OF NORTH CAROLI NA, Ral eigh, North
Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Dani el Johnson Wl lis appeals the district court’s orders dis-
m ssing his civil rights actions with prejudice. W have revi ewed
the records and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. See WIllis v. Trenton Menil Ass’'n, No. CA-95-93-H 3-4;

WIlis v. Hunt, No. CA-95-51-H2-4 (E.D.N.C. Jan. 25, 1999). W

di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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